they are delighted when they can reduce the limit of detection by another order of magnitude or develop a new and easier analytical method [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] . I do appreciate the technical and scientific challenge of this work. But from the public health point of view, their work is not that helpful. Indeed it does not provide any solutions to public health problems but likely generates new problems: with lower limits of detection, even more persons are perceived as "contaminated" and it is a tough job for the public health officer to explain the meaning of such findings to concerned citizens, especially when findings on dose-effect-associations are still missing. It is fine for me when chemists do their job. But I really feel sorry about a missed opportunity when toxicologists also stop dead after the analytical step [9] [10] [11] [12] [13] [14] [15] . Maybe they do some back-calculation to estimate daily uptake from the excretion of some metabolites. And then they simply compare their estimate with an established "acceptable daily intake" [16] , that in itself has only been derived either from poor ambient monitoring data (often in an occupational setting) or from even poorer animal or in vitro data. Only rarely are biomonitoring data directly linked to health outcomes [17] [18] [19] or at least provide information on exposure pathways or toxicokinetics [20] [21] [22] .
Please do not get me wrong! Biomonitoring data are not always superior to ambient monitoring data. Ideally, results from biomonitoring and ambient monitoring should match well [23] [24] [25] [26] . But unfortunately this is not always the case [27] . In a German study [28] , exposure to pyrethroids was assessed through analysis of house dust and of urine. Symptoms according to a questionnaire were much more prevalent with increasing concentrations in house dust. This association was especially significant for symptoms of the skin and the upper airways, where we might expect topical effects of the pesticides in house dust [29] . But the authors concluded that these associations cannot be causal because they found no association between symptoms and metabolites in urine, which the authors judged to be the better exposure indicator. But metabolites in urine are driven by uptake through food, both of active parent substances and metabolites which may or may not be active by themselves. How should When Versita asked me to become editor of a new journal "Biomonitoring", I was surprised. Well, honestly, more than surprised that they had asked me, but also surprised about the title. I do read papers that in some way or another deal with biomonitoring all the time. So how come there is no single journal dedicated to biomonitoring specifically until now?
For me -a medical doctor working in environmental and public health -biomonitoring was always a tool, not a discipline. Maybe a field of research; but in that case, very much a multidisciplinary field. This might be the reason why it did not have its own journal until now. But this is also a very good reason to establish such a journal. Only in a journal specifically dedicated to biomonitoring will the various disciplines involved have a forum to exchange their views, ideas and approaches.
For me, as a medical doctor, biomonitoring was mostly about human biomonitoring. I perceived it as something complementary to ambient monitoring: in ambient monitoring, environmental media like air, water, or soil are monitored more or less on a routine basis, and the findings are linked to human health so that limit values for toxic substances can be established and the compliance with these limit values can again be monitored. In this regulatory loop, the link to human health was often weak -what is in the air or in the water does not directly translate to human exposure. Measuring toxic substances in the human body in that sense was a further step leading from environmental exposure to effects [1] . I always tell my students that there is a continuum from ambient monitoring via biomonitoring to bio-effect-monitoring and health surveillance.
Nevertheless I knew that others do biomonitoring for its own sake: these are analytical chemists that simply love to trace complex organic compounds in an even more complex organic matrix. They are simply happy when they solve an analytical problem and
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Open Access exposure through food, eventually even not in active form, lead to topical symptoms in the skin? When I agreed to act as editor I had to learn quicklyand I can only hope that I am a quick learner -that what I perceived as biomonitoring is but a small part of the grand picture. I already mentioned that biomonitoring is part of a continuum. Are adducts a measure of internal exposure [30] or of effect? Eventually they might even indicate individual susceptibility. I soon realized that many researchers, mostly ecotoxicologists, take a wider view on biomonitoring and do not only consider monitoring of exposure, but also of effect and of susceptibility as part of the whole enterprise [31] [32] [33] [34] [35] [36] [37] [38] [39] [40] [41] . This is not such a big deal when we talk about human biomonitoring. But when it comes to ecology and ecotoxicology, the outlook is simply magnificent. For me, the stubborn doctor again, biomonitoring in mosses [42] [43] [44] , lichens [45] and leaves [46, 47] or needles [48] of trees or even feathers [49] was simply another kind of ambient monitoring where the biological matrix only serves as a sort of passive sampler. Sometimes the species sampled might even serve as food for humans so that wildlife biomonitoring has a direct relevance for human health [50] [51] [52] . The picture turns completely upside down when effects on wildlife and ecosystems are seen in their own right [53] .
Most of the references cited above were collected when I first started to contemplate the publishers' proposal and searched for papers dealing with "biomonitoring" in a very wide sense of meaning. Even more diverse publications illustrate my point. For example, Navis et al. [54] investigated impacts of pesticide exposure on hatching of dormant eggs and on hatchling survival and performance in the water flea Daphnia magna. They concluded that, "in addition to inducing mortality of active individuals, pesticides can affect zooplankton communities by altering hatching dynamics and life history traits of hatched individuals." For me as a medical doctor, this is quite a novel idea. So far I was only concerned with the health of individuals. A frog lady might be quite happy and live a seemingly healthy life in her little pond, but if she cannot find a male partner the frog population will still become extinct [55] . The problem gets even more complex when you not only look at single substances but at substance mixtures [56] . Indeed to monitor complex mixtures, often indicator species are used to control effects rather than concentrations. And this is also often termed "biomonitoring".
Analyzing toxic substances in animal tissue provides deeper inside on toxicokinetics and informs the later choice of samples for routine monitoring [57, 58] . But ecotoxicologists do not only look at single species but often investigate the full food chain [59] .
In preparation of this editorial, roughly one year ago I performed a literature search using "biomonitoring" as a key-word. Most of the references in this editorial are but a small selection of the studies I found. I was amazed how many hits came up from less than one year only. I was also impressed by the fact that research is conducted all over the world, not only in North America and Europe. I felt it is a very good sign that biomonitoring is not just an interdisciplinary, but clearly also a global enterprise. I was truly glad that we were to embark together on an exploratory campaign of this broad field. Now, one year later, much has been done already on that way. We have established a distinguished editorial board and we have officially launched the journal in October last year. Now, in May, we have already received several papers -four of which have already successfully passed the review process. They cover topics as diverse as dioxins (2 companion review papers [60, 61] ), effects of radio-and chemotherapy [62] , and occupational threats in the cotton industry [63] . It is obvious that these topics are still biased towards human health. This bias likely is caused by the editors' own scientific background. I do hope that we will overcome that restriction in the future. And I want to warmly thank the authors for their trust in our new journal!
